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drank shati' oti Penkovsky 


In his foreword to “The 
Penkovsky Papers” which you 
published with' the first in- 
stallment on Oct. 21, Edward 
Crankshaw makes one pecu- 
liar assertion, namely that 
Col. Oleg Penkovsky was “in 
some measure unbalanced.” 
He supports this contention 
with another sweeping asser- 
tion that “a man who will 
take it upon himself to betray 
his government because he is 
uniquely convinced thaL he is 
right and it is wrong is by 
definition unbalanced.” 

Having thus ,laid a founda- 
tion for his argument, Mr. 
Crankshaw implies that Pen- 
kovsky’s indictment of 
Khrushchev as a man actively 
nremiring to launch a nuclear 


1 way mentally unbalanced, Mr. 

Oranlrshaw’s enrdorbinn ihat 


anyone who, b el rays his 
< government because he is con- 


1 -though f winch 'Mr. Crankshaw 

rcpir'iPi'i > i ,i rut — n.iiirh I'uli 


wsr rs ium 1 Because ttie pnr 

smnably mentally disordered 
colonel of the Soviet military 
intelligence could not possibly 
'distinguish between govern- 
ment intentions and govern- 
ment precautions ’ and that he 
almost certainly “confused 
loose, menacing talk with 
tight-lipped calculation; con- 
tingency planning with pur- 
posive strategy.” 

The so far published sum- 
maries by Frank Gibney and 
excerpts from the book fail to 
give the faintest evidence that 
Oleg Penkovsky was in any 


vmeed tnat ms government is 
wrong fc is by definition unbal- 
anced” is ridiculous " on the 
face of it. Whatever the "Brit- 
ish Kremlinologist m i g h t 
think of Benedict Arnold, the 
participants in the July 20, 
1 1944, anti -Hitler plot, the 
Rosenbergs, Alger Hiss,, Bur- 
gess and MacLcan, Igor Gou- 
zenko and the host of others, 

: these men were not menially 
'■ sick either in the legal or 
' clinical sense. ' 

Another point is 1 hat Mr. 
Crankshaw — who does not for 
a moment question the au- 
thenticity of “The Penkovsky 
Papers” — presumes to know 
■tnal infemiam at tha..Kg»» 


bornly insists i la at the Soviet 
gevenimerd. u a -1 e r Kliru- 


* lin leadership better than a 
Soviet officer who directly 
and on a high level participat- 
ed in the development of his 
, government's strategic moves. 

In fact, the reason for Mr. 
! Crankshaw’s warning not to 
trust Penkovsky is trans- 
parent to those familiar with 
the lennr of his many writ- 
ings; Penkovsky’s revelations 
run contrary to that line of 


hchev gcjiiynely wish-d ! o bo- 
; come friendly with ihe West. 
!, With all due respect for Mr. 
Crankshaw’s concern in pre- 
serving his reputation as a So- 
viet expert, one cannot escape 
the conclusion that the tech- 
nique he chose to employ to 
that end — that of discrediting 
Fcnkovsky’s testimony by im- 
plying that the man was es- 
sentially- insane — serves no 
good purpose. It die.-; no; 

, mean that “The Penkovsky 
Papers” should be accepted 
uncritically.' But it does mean 
Lliat. any serious critical analy- 
sis of them must be based on 
a much more solid foundation 


Cranksha w! K..L ,._C0Nr)0~ 
V. PETROV, 

Ins t i til L rr for 

The George Washington Uni- 
versity. 
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